Abstract: Environmental sustainability in the winery sector is receiving increased attention from governments, environmental groups, and consumers. The aim of this study is to explore the relationship between the degree of proactivity of a firm's environmental strategies and its business performance. The novelty of this research work lies in its definition of business performance, which includes business environmental performance in terms of reducing the firm's environmental impacts and eco-efficiency in the use of resources such as water, energy, and raw materials, in addition to its economic performance. A model is proposed and tested using a sample of 312 Spanish wineries. Data were analysed using partial least squares path modelling (PLS-PM). The fitness and robustness of the structural model proved adequate. The results indicate positive correlation of environmental proactivity with economic and environmental performance. Although environmental proactivity improves business performance, it has a greater impact on reducing environmental impacts and improving eco-efficiency.
Introduction
The search for new sources of competitive advantages has resulted in companies reconsidering the role of environmental topics in corporate strategy against a backdrop of overwhelming concern for environmental issues. Proof of this widespread concern is the Directorate-General for Environment study [1] , which reveals that 95% of Europeans believe that protecting the environment is important to them personally. Companies can no longer remain oblivious to these widespread environmental concerns. The inclusion of environmental topics in corporate strategy is therefore a growing market requirement due to pressure from various company stakeholders [2, 3] . Environmental corporate strategy could also represent a source of competitive advantage [4] not only in terms of eco-efficiency or cost reduction as a result of improved environmental performance and eco-innovation, for example, but also by differentiating a company from its competitors in terms of an improvement in the company's reputation for responsible management. Eco-efficiency and improved reputation focus on creating competitiveness through environmental or sustainable progress, thus enabling companies to act as driving forces for sustainable development [5, 6] .
The Triple Bottom Line (TBL) concept proposed by Elkington [7] considers there to be three dimensions for tackling sustainability (the social, the economic, and the environmental dimension) and that in order to achieve sustainable development these must be linked. According to Goodland [8] , however, there is a stronger link between the economic and the environmental dimension since the aim of many of the environmental strategies and instruments implemented in business is to achieve In order to achieve the objectives proposed, this article is structured as follows: firstly, the theoretical framework is explored and hypotheses formulated; secondly, the data gathering method is described; thirdly, the results obtained are presented and discussed; and finally, the main conclusions and limitations of the study are outlined and ensuing future lines of research are detailed.
Theoretical Approach
Generally speaking, corporate survival depends on the natural environment and it is therefore extremely important that companies find a balance to enable system supply and enrichment. The incorporation of the environmental variable into corporate strategies, however, has largely depended on the level of corporate proactiveness [28, 29] . According to Lumpkin and Dess, this is understood to be an "opportunity-seeking, forward-looking perspective involving introducing new products or services ahead of the competition and acting in anticipation of future demand to create change and shape the environment" [30] (p. 431). The aim of any environmental proactivity strategy is therefore to reduce the environmental impact and manage the interface between business and nature beyond imposed compliance [14, 31] , and this entails implementing a variety of voluntary practices and initiatives in order to improve environmental performance.
While environmental literature identifies different types of environmental practices, there is no common consensus about the number or content of each group. The authors González-Benito and González-Benito [32] categorize the set of possible environmental practices into three groups: planning and organizational practices, which include those for developing environmental policies and environmental impact analysis; operational practices, which include those that focus on more environmentally-friendly product design and development and manufacturing and operational methods and processes; and communicational practices, which concerns how the company informs its social and institutional environment of the environmental actions which it has adopted. The author Hart [33] also divides them into three large groups, but these are to do with practices relating to pollution prevention, which could result in lower costs by improving corporate profitability; those relating to product protection, which influences the selection of raw materials and product design in order to minimize the environmental impact of the goods and services on offer; and those of sustainable development, which foster market creation in undeveloped economies while promoting rational consumption in developed economies. Finally, other authors (e.g., [28, 34] ) simplify their classification by differentiating between those practices that indicate a basic environmental or control commitment, which consist of eliminating, reducing, or treating pollutants once they have been generated (i.e., at the end of the production process), and those that involve an advanced environmental or prevention commitment, which attempt to reduce resource consumption and avoid excessive waste and pollutant generation.
The diversity of environmental practices representing environmental proactivity and the consideration of environmental proactivity as a dynamic capability [14, 35] highlight the complex nature of this construct. This complexity may result in the lack of any consensus in literature about the best way to measure environmental proactivity. While some authors use a one-dimensional approach (e.g., [29] ), others favour a multidimensional view of environmental proactivity (e.g., [32] ). In this respect, Banerjee et al. [36] identify four dimensions that comprise the components of a reliable, multidimensional proactive environmental construct: internal and external environmental orientation, and environmental corporate and marketing strategy. Walls et al. [37] point out that most companies appear to develop one or several of six capabilities for building an environmental strategy: a historical orientation, network embeddedness, stakeholder networks, ISO certification schemes, top management skills, and human resources developed to address environmental issues. Although both emphasize the importance of strategy in identifying and measuring environmental proactivity, neither considers whether it is a formative or reflective construct for inferring the direction of causal flow between the construct and its indicators [38] . Sarkis [39] therefore recommends that a generic strategic framework be used to identify the logical sequential process in the implementation of a proactive environmental process [40] : analysis and planning, organization and implementation, and control. To begin integrating environmental proactivity into the corporate strategy, each of the dimensions of strategy should be also linked closely to various environmental issues. Since the causal action flows from the latent variable to the indicators, Wright et al. [41] consider environmental proactivity to be a second-order reflective multidimensional construct.
Various research paradigms have attempted to explain the determining factors of corporate environmental proactivity, and these include the focus of natural resources [24] , the perspective of stakeholders [25] , or the cognitive focus [26] . The natural resource-based view of the firm attempts to explain the development of competitive corporate advantages through the strategic handling of the firm's relationship with the environment. This theory suggests that given the increase in restrictions imposed by the natural (biophysical) environment, the organization's willingness to deal with such restrictions will determine the appearance of valuable, rare, and imperfectly imitable capabilities that will entail a superior economic and social result [42] . This is why environmental proactivity can represent a source of sustainable competitive advantages [33, 36] through cost reduction [43, 44] , product differentiation [45, 46] , or the creation of new business opportunities [47] , which should impact positively on the economic results and reduce the environmental impact of companies by improving their environmental result. The authors Liu et al. [48] therefore performed a meta-analysis of sixty-eight studies which had been conducted in different countries and they reached the conclusion that environmental proactivity affects both the companies' economic and environmental results, although the strength of this impact varies according to the reference country as activity is developed with different regulations, stakeholder norms, and managerial mindsets.
The authors Judge and Douglas [49] confirm the relationship between environmental proactivity and environmental results and argue that it would be pointless otherwise since the ultimate objective and raison d'être of environmental management is to improve environmental results. The relationship between environmental proactivity and economic results, on the other hand, is not so obvious. Certain authors claim that the high costs associated with the implementation of environmental practices cancel out any possible competitive advantage that might be achieved, thereby discouraging firms from implementing them, and that economic results are unaffected [13, 18] or negatively affected [19, 50] by environmental proactivity. Others (e.g., [21, 51] ) indicate that it is the sector in which the firm operates that is responsible for this lack of consensus since environment-related practices and standards vary according to economic activity and so in many cases they are not comparable.
Very few studies have in fact been conducted in the wineries sector to identify the competitive advantage drivers in this industry in terms of environmental proactivity (e.g., [26, 52] ). These studies have focused on the factors leading to the adoption of an environmental management system (EMS) (e.g., [53, 54] ) or have examined subjects relating to consumer perceptions, brand image, or eco-labelling or eco-branding product differentiation strategies (e.g., [55, 56] ). Authors such as Atkin et al. [23] go even further and attempt to confirm links between the adoption of an EMS and entrepreneurship in wineries, but are unable to link this adoption with any cost reduction. One reason given by the authors for this is that although costs can easily and quickly be quantified, benefits are often long term and harder to measure. However, significant links were found with an increase in sales in new markets, an improvement in customer satisfaction, and an improvement in the corporate image. In this context, the following hypotheses are considered: H1: Environmental proactivity (EP) has a positive impact on the economic result of wineries (EcP).
H2: Environmental proactivity (EP) has a positive impact on the environmental results of wineries (EnP).
Finally, previous articles [49, 57] established the positive relationship between environmental performance and economic results, although this could be affected by the existence of resources or capabilities in addition to the implemented environmental practices [46] , by the way in which these practices are implemented [13] , or by the phase of the economic cycle [58] . Generally speaking, any improvement in environmental performance in terms of minimizing resource consumption and pollutant emissions [12] results in cost savings. This supports the concept of eco-efficiency [46] , which is taken to be the input ratio of resources used and waste generated in relation to the final product obtained [59] . The following hypothesis can therefore be formulated: By way of summary, Figure 1 shows the research model proposed in line with the working hypotheses. By identifying the dimensions of the environmental proactivity construct [32, 60] , we analyse the effects of this on the economic and environmental results of wineries [49] , and of the environmental results on the economic results [57] . By way of summary, Figure 1 shows the research model proposed in line with the working hypotheses. By identifying the dimensions of the environmental proactivity construct [32, 60] , we analyse the effects of this on the economic and environmental results of wineries [49] , and of the environmental results on the economic results [57] . 
Materials and Methods

Data Collection and Sample
The data used in this work are part of a wider research project and were gathered from computer-assisted telephone interviews (CATI). These enabled information to be collected while data was simultaneously recorded, coded, and cleaned. The questionnaire was designed by taking into account previously published work and the opinions of a panel of environmental experts comprising managers from the Wine and Vine Institute of Castilla-La Mancha (IVICAM) and academics. The questionnaire pre-test was conducted with one-on-one interviews with those responsible for environmental matters or, in their absence, the managers of ten local wineries. Some of the questions were subsequently modified, reordered, or rewritten to aid comprehension. The final questionnaire consisted of thirty-eight questions (see Appendix A) which were grouped into three sections. The first section was entitled winery descriptive information and its seven questions collected data on turnover, number of employees, number of partners and how many of these belong to the same family, the existence of any environmental management system, and how long the winery has been operating. The second group of questions analysed environmental proactivity with twelve questions relating to environmental planning and analysis practices, environmental responsibility and organization practices, and environmental management control practices. The third section included nineteen questions about corporate performance to examine the interviewee's perception of the winery's economic and environmental results. The fieldwork was conducted during November 2015 and each interview lasted an average of 12.45 min. Every participant received the questionnaire before the interview in order to increase participation in the study and to speed up the phone data gathering process.
The study population for this study was every Spanish winery and a stratified sample was selected by regions from the information contained in the SABI database. The final sample comprised 312 Spanish wineries, which represented a sample error of 3.5% for a confidence level of 95.5%.
The model hypothesis was compared using the structural equation modelling (SEM) methodology with the partial least squares (PLS) technique and SmartPLS 3 software [61] . This 
Materials and Methods
Data Collection and Sample
The model hypothesis was compared using the structural equation modelling (SEM) methodology with the partial least squares (PLS) technique and SmartPLS 3 software [61] . This technique has been used in previous similar studies because of its ability to predict one or more dependent variables of a model with a limited theoretical base.
Measures
In order to measure the variables in the study, Likert-type 5-point scales were compiled to record the extent to which the interviewees agreed or disagreed with a series of statements, with 1 corresponding to "strongly disagree" or "not at all" and 5 to "strongly agree" or "to very great extent", depending on the question.
Environmental Proactivity
Previous research suggests that environmental proactivity is a second-order reflective multidimensional construct [41] due to its multifaceted nature that is reflected in a multitude of different environmental practices [13, 36] . In order to develop a measuring scale for environmental proactivity dimensions in wineries, we consulted both general and sector-specific literature. Following on, therefore, from Barnerjee et al.'s [36] concept of corporate environmentalism and Sarkis's proactive environmental process [39] , it was deemed appropriate to separate the environmental practices of wineries into three different dimensions:
(1) Environmental planning and analysis (EPA): this comprises five items to evaluate the integration level of environmental concerns in the winery's strategic planning process. [62] , this dimension comprises four items relating to feature rules, standard operating procedures, and result controls.
Corporate Performance
In order to properly record the performance of wineries, economic and environmental results should be separated accordingly:
(1) Economic performance: in this research work, a subjective measure has been chosen and those responsible for environmental issues in wineries were asked to evaluate the impact of implemented environmental practices on twelve items relating to economic performance in accordance with those proposed by Sellers-Rubio [63] . (2) Environmental performance: in order to evaluate environmental performance, we chose a similar approach to the one adopted by Atienza-Sahuquillo and Barba-Sánchez [2] . These authors used objective environmental performance measures such as levels of emissions, discharge, waste, or noise in addition to consumption of water, energy, or raw materials.
Results
This section details the results obtained for the proposed research model. A PLS model must be analysed and interpreted in two stages, although the structural measurement parameters are estimated in a single step [64] . During the first stage, the measurement model is evaluated by analysing whether the theoretical concepts are correctly measured using the observable variables; in the second stage, the structural model is evaluated in terms of, for example, the magnitude and significance of relationships between the different variables.
Measurement Validation
The measurement model for reflective constructs is assessed in terms of individual item reliability, construct reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. Individual indicator reliability is analysed using indicator loading values. In order for an indicator to be accepted as part of a construct its loading should be ≥0.707, although Hair et al. [65] believe that indicator loadings of between 0.4 and 0.7 could remain if this helped improve content validity. In our case, the following items in the model have been debugged: epa5 of the environmental planning and analysis construct; ecp1, ecp3, ecp4, ecp11, and ecp12 of the economic performance construct; and enp6 and enp7 of the environmental performance construct.
Construct reliability is examined using Cronbach's alpha and the composite reliability (CR) index and results are shown in Table 1 . In both cases, all construct values are greater than the critical value of 0.7, although Nunnully [66] suggests the stricter criterion of being equal to or greater than 0.8, a condition satisfied by this research except in the case of the environmental responsibility and organization (ERO) construct, where the value is 0.717. Convergent validity was assessed using the average variance extracted (AVE), which implies that a set of indicators represents a single construct with a value that is greater than 0.5 [67] , a condition satisfied by every construct used in this research work (see Table 1 ).
Finally, in terms of the discriminant validity, one of the most accepted methods in PLS consists of comparing the square root of the AVE of each construct with the correlations of each construct with the others [68] . Table 2 presents the results obtained, and these enable us to confirm the existence of discriminant validity between constructs, since the diagonal elements should be larger than the off-diagonal elements. In the case of correlation between the superordinate environmental proactivity (EP) construct and its dimensions (EPA, ERO, EMC), the values are high precisely because it is a reflective second-order construct with first-order constructs which are also reflective [69, 70] . 
Structural Validation
The main causal relationship being contrasted is how a superordinate construct (EP) determines two latent reflective variables (EcP and EnP). The structural model is assessed using the significance of the path coefficients, by observing the explained variance values (R2) of the dependent variables and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR).
The Bootstrap resampling technique was used to determine the statistical significance of the path coefficients and this generated 5000 alternative samples from the original data matrix. The parameters for each of these subsamples were re-estimated with PLS, and the t-value was used to contrast the accuracy of these estimates. The results are shown in Table 3 and these confirm the significance of every path coefficient. Although the effect regarding the relationship between the environmental performance and the economic performance constructs is not as strong as the others (significant at the 0.05 level), all of the proposed hypotheses can be accepted a priori. Table 4 shows the effects of the explicative latent variables on the endogenous latent variables. Since the superordinate environmental proactivity (EP) construct can predict or explain more than 50% of all of its dimensions, in Chin's terminology the amount of construct variance that is explained by the model is substantial [5] . However, for endogenous constructs relating to the result, both for the economic (EcP) and environmental (EnP) constructs, the R 2 are around 10% which is the recommended minimum [6] . Finally, SRMR is a goodness of model fit measure for PLS [71] , which answers the question of whether the correlation matrix implied by our model is sufficiently similar to the empirical correlation matrix. In this case, the SRMR Composite Model is 0.079 (≤0.08), which means that it is adequate. Figure 2 summarizes the final estimated model. It is possible to observe how the EP is a multidimensional construct, as suggested by specialist literature [13, 16] , which affects corporate results both on an economic (EcP) and environmental level (EnP). Moreover, environmental results also have a certain influence on economic results. 
Discussion
Although the results confirm the multidimensional nature of the EP construct in line with many previous studies [14, 32] , the dimensions identified reveal certain peculiarities. The authors Henriques and Sadorsky [51] or Lazaro et al. [72] believe that this diversity in environmental proactivity dimensions undoubtedly stems from the different circumstances that surround the environmental problem in different countries and sectors of activity, which suggests that the relationships and implications between environmental parameters are not universal but rather should be studied in different contexts. As such, in the Spanish context of wineries, EP is understood to be a strategy of integration of the environmental variable in all business areas [63] and three EP dimensions are considered [26] : environmental planning and analysis (EPA), which consists of such things as designing a defined and formal environmental policy, identifying and evaluating environmental impacts, or defining environmental objectives in the sphere of the firm's strategic plan; environmental responsibility and organization (ERO), which concerns the involvement and commitment of all organization members and their participation through suggestions or specific work teams; and environmental management control (EMC), which includes the so-called management control for sustainability [70] or environmental management control systems (EMCS) [61] (i.e., the existence of formal procedures that gather, review, and audit the environmental impact, waste, and consumption reduction programs and environmental risks). The relationships established between EP and its different dimensions are significant and positive and this explains the high variance percentages (78.6%, 57%, and 74%, respectively). There is therefore enough evidence to conclude that environmental proactivity is reflected in the environmental practices adopted by the company.
Having identified EP dimensions, the question was whether this had a positive impact on the firm's economic results, as indicated by most reference literature [13, 46] , either directly or indirectly through an improvement in environmental results and a reduction in consumption or environmental impacts. In the case of wineries, EP has a positive and significant effect on perceived corporate performance in line with the results obtained by Atkin et al. [23] . The first hypothesis is therefore accepted despite the very low explained variance (11.6%). Unsurprisingly, other factors do exist that determine and explain the economic results of wineries, such as label and designation of origin [27] . The importance of these results stems from the fact that wineries have traditionally ignored environmental concerns which they consider to be irrelevant since this is not one of most polluting sectors [73] . There is, however, evidence to suggest that such an approach is wrong. According to literature, the reasons for why this relationship exists include eco-efficiency and eco-innovation [6] .
In terms of eco-efficiency, this research has demonstrated that EP also has a positive and significant impact on environmental results by reducing resource consumption and waste generation, 
In terms of eco-efficiency, this research has demonstrated that EP also has a positive and significant impact on environmental results by reducing resource consumption and waste generation, and so the second hypothesis is accepted. However, environmental proactivity's contribution to the improvement of these environmental results is scarce, with low explained variance (9.9%), and this supports the conclusion that other factors exist in addition to environmental proactivity that could affect their improvement such as, for example, pressure from stakeholders or stricter legislation. According to González-Benito and González-Benito [32] , the practices to change environmental behaviour must emanate from within the firm itself. Such practices include those that focus on the eco-design of products and productive processes, which are in turn the least visible for the socio-economic environment. Additionally, the implementation of standard ISO14001 on an operational level merely requires compliance with current legislation and Pomarici et al. [74] believe that this could involve limited environmental commitment to protecting the natural environment. It is therefore necessary to explore in greater depth the additional causes which lead wineries to reduce their consumption and environmental impact, and future research should be conducted and quantitative studies be supplemented with qualitative ones to enable new impact factors to be identified.
In terms of the last hypothesis proposed, indicating that the environmental result has a positive and significant effect on the economic result of wineries would lead us to accept this fourth hypothesis despite the low explained variance (3.19%). Authors such as Junquera and Del Brío [34] or Bansal and Roth [75] point out that economic motivation would not be the main reason why a firm would choose environmental proactivity, but rather that variables such as the environmental attitude, expectations, and motivations of managers would be key to explaining corporate environmental proactivity. Future research should investigate these associations and delve deeper into possible moderating and mediating effects.
In short, this research supports the conclusion that the environment can also be a differentiating factor by creating competitive advantages that improve the competitiveness of wineries through income generation as a result of cost reduction or better market perception, for example, although there are many unknown factors to be addressed in this research context.
Conclusions
In an increasingly competitive and more socially responsible setting, the generation of competitive advantages associated with sustainability is paramount for the survival of firms [6] in general and wineries in particular [73] . Sustainability is the path to finding economic, ecological, and social balance, resulting in prosperity and the capitalization of new resources [7] . The wineries under analysis maintained their sustainability commitments despite the economic downturn.
This research focuses on the environmental question and identifies three environmental proactivity dimensions in wineries (EPA, ERO, and EMC) and their possible relationship with corporate performance. Although the topic of economic profitability of environmental proactivity is still being discussed in environmental literature [12, 19] , the results obtained in this research reveal that a direct and significant relationship does exist and that this has clear management implications. This is because it could provide wineries with competitive advantages as a result of cost reduction or product differentiation thanks to eco-labelling, for example, and through an improvement in the firm's reputation [26] . Consumers might consider products to be unique or innovative if they are produced in a sustainable and environmentally-friendly way [73] . Previous studies, however, reveal that the personal environmental values of those responsible are also important for environmental proactivity in this sector [22] . It is therefore also important to analyse the relationship between this environmental proactivity and environmental results.
According to the outcomes, not only does EP reduce resource consumption and waste generation, thereby minimizing the environmental impact of wineries, but these environmental results also have a positive impact on perceived corporate performance. Future research should therefore analyse the mediating effect that environmental results have on the relationship between EP and economic results. In addition to this indirect effect, it would also be interesting to analyse the effect that other variables such as the pressure exercised by stakeholders [38] or the perception of directives relating to the environment [30] have on environmental proactivity and their relationship with economic results in order to increase the explained variance percentage, one of the main limitations of this work.
Another limitation relates to result generalization, since this research work is based on a cross-sectorial sample limited to a single country. Future research might also focus on other national contexts in order to enable a comparison to be made between Spanish wineries and those of benchmark European Countries [72] , such as France and Italy, although it would be necessary to consider the environmental regulatory differences between nations.
Although this work mainly focuses on the environmental proactivity of wineries, it would also be interesting to discover consumer opinion to analyse the impact that good corporate environmental practices have on the market. In this respect, the perception of wineries is not particularly positive [52] and the firm needs to adopt a more aggressive environmental education and communication strategy in order to reap the benefits in terms of higher sales in the medium-and long-term. Future research is needed to determine the longitudinal impacts of this environmental education and consumer awareness.
In terms of the implications of this study for practitioners working in the sector, it is possible to draw an interesting conclusion and that is environmental proactivity could be a source of competitive advantage since it directly affects a firm's performance and can improve efficiency and competitiveness. It does this either internally by reducing costs and promoting innovation, or externally by building and reinforcing the brand. It is evident that being a green winery helps to cement customer brand loyalty and generate new customers. Thanks to environmental proactivity, wineries can therefore develop new strategies to survive economic downturns and achieve better market positioning.
By way of conclusion, it is possible to extract useful data from the final analysis model regarding the global and specific environmental benefits of environmentally proactive wineries in terms of costs, differentiation, reputation, and sustainability for the stakeholders and policy-makers interested in improving the overall sustainability of the wine industry.
